REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance m view of the foregoing amendmeni and the following 

Riijcct^on of Claims 3-4, 6-1.8. 20, 22 And 24-28 Under 35 IJ.S.C. j^ l03(a) 
!i;oiV/.,- 5Vie<Js ol.i-'j-'- '--i, f'-is, 20, 2:? anj:;---^'^ b:xk-r I ^ursia'-a.- 

being ur-\/,c"- - -'s.' -^-^tlo a\ i S S Paion' 6.185-6; 9) ("ioile et ixl") \n view oi 
Nar^ndra-i ei al. ilJ.S. Paicni No. 6,070.191 1 (-^Narendran ei al.^'). Appiscains respecUuliy 
ivuverse lliic; rejecliori and sulnnit tinu Applicants have established, by preponderance of the 
cvide;.u;e. ilnu ..lolTc ei al shoidd not be couVbined Vvilli Narendrart el al, AppHcanis sball address 
the l:-xavni.ne.;-'s responjie to our arguntejits imd further prcseni addiiivvaal evide?x:e v^hy one of 
skill in ihc an 'Aviuld ru.;t have safficient motivauon or suggestit.vn to contbine these reicrenccx. 

We note that there are several issues with the Examiner's analysis. On page 2, the 
siix.^sniner asserts diat ' ^-.p pi i cants' a.fgun-cfus are deetned moot in view of tiie e.Klsiing ground of 
reieetiori as explained here below." Appiicarus respectfuiiy suhaut that this is an entirely 
inapo.ropriaic resrara^e to Appiicanis argunients agautst the combinadon of i..iie rei'erences. 1 he 
F.xarniner is ta.sked with objectively evalruitrng the evidence presented Un and against tlie 
eon-bination of teferences. (P nnder the preporideraace of the evidence standard, a seale is 

i - ,rc . . ee e re- hojUI place iu-guments on one iray of !.hc scale and .Applicants 
prescr.it arguincniH on the oiher iray of ihe scale. The <jrg«.mer;Ls which carry ihe most weight 
detenrds-e wl-ether one iifskiil In the art would have sufficient m(vuvaiiott or suggeslion U) 

"moot" in view of the existing grounds of rejection. Applicants- respectfully submit that the 
k;xa.n:.Lacr has ni't ruli) eors-sidercd our argunaenis or simply has .ignored ihern rather dian 
weighed ihern in the baianee agaivisi the l:xaminer argunievils. For example, MPEP 2144.0S II 



V , i IN ^v^ i ^arM' er JcknnhK;s v^healLT rebutjJ oiJenc.' i^ ^ufficienUo 

v.o^.L ihv- i>-nx\' uMdoncc aiiJ aniuiiicnks- "Oiiicc |>cr-.ninoi -l-ouU axvid siiwr.- ...-JJonco r.^ 
vM-spn. Ox.vp' i-i :;r;c -.ircuinstanoc.s;' rurrncrnioro. in Section IH. ilr-t parL\:iraph. i*. -^UAcs 

di:\ ;niu;si -Hs - -Ic'JiTiiTMiuMi m ^.c\^ of die oni;5- uv.^r.t ; lie i 'like \od>>^^ ^hoiiLi 

J.caiV. dx^ ' XTicc"? iukhije^ and concluNX>;L anicrJat;ng ii<'vv :ho .\^nc:a^^K>u^ arc 

su;v;.-.ri.-.: i;K> r;ndin;>; \r. :h: -.-cond p.^ragraph r.iKler this 'X-.^.n. ihc Mi'ld^ ^lalo- d^ai 
"I xr;icSt ^^n nu;t-\adon or ^u^igeyJim:. h U- sckxl the oLanod i;v, eatior- sh^^ulJ ahv bo 

inicalujd erd.:r .^upr-.r a \' S.C. §103 LTounJ <M'f^^ccu.;n Applicant^- ro-'P^.-rUu!l> 
■^:ih;vjs dial :v.-roi-- tht- T-Muisiucr'-^ rcs|»ns^ to argu;nonis rKrci} ^.ocrns .\prisca5ii^ po>it:.Mi ;h 
-ni>->'i \ :bat rx.iuv^rci -uu^ !nappu'rrL-.Tch ^jixcn no v^cighi to oar aa-ar.ioiUv ,\oCv^rdinul> , 
,\pidK-a> ios-.H.odul]> u%|Uv;^i lull consi-Jcraiion <dT!!.- v.osuht o^'our ar-unx\niN on ds,- bal.u.A^ 
On is leo'dn d oaJ.T U-c prc-po-uk-ranco the t'\idci!>„o ^^aaidard 

' M^. fa^-. 3 the vMTioc Acfior, the Hxanrine:- .idduc;--v5 tbe thnJsl .a Appa;:a.ntV mam 
'iT-^uPK^r. daiU a p'opondt-ranoc oTu^k^ c\idonce, one ..f ^nsiil ir die an v.oiUd lOi iiave 
;^afrie.c.!: r.Kir. a; -^r. or -^aggesuon lo c-^ndosne dne -vfcronces I his i.. iraard;} -ecais^e of 
e\pre^-s ;oac:du;.-> fV>n; ibo -^on-ibiiuiLior; of dne rt-k:ier:ccs. I :v rxaminer ut:ver addresL^cs 
sadx oia ar;-oa-e-i; 'axi -.<-sta';:d> do^.-s n-A pro\ ;Jc aaiv .-rxpiicit fnidru^ ro-,rdin-^ a response k; 
■.f h:> our 'a,i«me-a.^ ar.- d.Mdncient M propoudcran.e .-a die evidi.rce ] lie Mii :.P requires 
ex:\u.u fradda^c^ ohoidd de ans,.uLU*,d In diis case, on pauc j . ravardi^^- poio- ^-Bf the 
d\.a,r.inef vdaraex-:- -"Cs d^P|die^Hi^■ arL-uni'Viits -.sai-plv Matiru; d>.t d^^or^ i-^ no express 
ie<ubi5u; .o>.a. the i.uiubn;atioj^ nfrefercnee^" and ±m --^leii .^laK^ncir .s noi sispponed by 



^ 'v. s^o i -'H < . 5 0*<v' uc ippiicanis respeoimily iTaverse this characti:nzai:i 
note thai Appiic^iists have provided a xvoich niore det..r;]ed a-jalysis of the acJuai teacbiruns and 
suggestive powtr ol'the relert'-iLes than ;uu- the iii-xan^iner. For exavi-sple, i!:- t.hc Ot'ilce Actio?! 
dated November 20, 2006, the Examiner ciiecl on page 4, column 1 4, lines 2(i-48 o!" Narendran et 

. K ? " vs^ '"uckIivi. li I . I. ' < n jN 01 \ ^ - ^ . ^ 0 

a;, on coiun.ir; 4, ilrscs 4-9 a.nd column 3, lines 7-i I of Narendra.n etal. Fhe i;:xarn5ner's analysis 
regarding why it would have been obvious to one of skill In the art lakes approximately v-s page 
to couciude. Applicants, ui our T'cbruarv 20, 2007 tiling provided approxiniately ioLir iM pages 
of analysis in which the detailed teachings of Joffe et a!, and Narendran et ai. were analyzed 
speciOi-aily for their >^uggestlve povver in die contexi of what th^^y would teach to oiie of skill in 
t;u- art and wheUier ^mch a person ol" skill in the art w(>uld draw from dicsc ieacirdjgs any 
suggestion (tr rnolivation to combine the reicrences. In sum, Applicants have argued that Joffe et 
ai. teach a disiribnted cf'nipuiirsg sysicrn that rec|uirc\s repHcated servers. Multiple columns and 
i;)cations thfougho'.u the .l<.nle et al, reference have bccsi cited and discussed in detail. 1 oen. 
/\pplk:a.nts had turner! to Narendran et al. and e.vpUuued h:Ow il;cir apprnaeh expressly criticizes, 
ir: coksnu) 2.. lines an.d ,r-y the Hmltations of the .k>ITc ct ai, replicated ser^'er anpioach: becatise 
of the need ior kctnirig caches consisiervL Narendrau et al. explain that the riumbcr of hssotcs that 
arc ai play v,t;er; a replicated server approach is u,sed such as the limitations on load balancing 
and fauh ioierrsnce as an Issue. Because of the express erilicism against the approaches taught in 
il:c other relcrence. Applicanis provided evidence on thtC scale in support oi'thei.r positlom 
.■Applicants ■espi-ctfully ,S!.fpmii ilun. tl^c l:xamincr cannoi simply declare our argiuucrns as "'nicof ' 
in trse co-ntexi of l.".dancing our arguments against the arguments of ihe Cilice. While the 
1 \an ;rc: <r, : c -\^'\d,o iha; AppI ^uhin' .ug.nr.er.s J>^ n-n out\^c'Oi okm ^ric-',- a;t.ttUw; :s. 
/Vpplicants respectfully request that our arguments be objectively viewed as Is required by the 
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M \ ^ ^ s ^w^f^" ^'v-* Kdt f J. ' \^u!. boiii be ihe "Judge" ofargi;r!:e??ls on ho]h 

.sidc,^ while iU. the ^-a-nc time dcvcioping avganicnis against Applicants' po.siuon, biLt Applica-iis 
xsoui-J ■■e^nectfuiis' reqiies?. miX ihe jiixaniiner strive to step a\vay from both seLs of arsv.usricnts a.nd 
cvsluaie objectively our position. 

Wish iivi? 50 niind, Applieanis have again, res^iewed the rei'efenceB and have addiiiofial 
evidence to place cin the scale in. suppo.ri of our po?itio.n. We believe- ihai ihis evidence may be 
everj more poieni U-an the previous evidence provided, 

Wc iir^t turn lo JorYe el a! L't iheir introduction and background., JolTe ci ai. discuss the 
repLlcaicd server approach. In coiuum Lhies 14-3 1 , tiiey discuss various Cisco producls 
inckiding ibe C isco [)istributed Director, llvis server redirects user requests to t.opoiogIcaliv 
distance servers biased on. in.rornuui(!n obtohied froTn network roudrig protocol^;. Here, they 
explain tiiat tlie distributed director intercepts either incoming DNS requests or HTTP requests 
and prt.n ides th;- appropriaie respur-se for redireedou. They then criticize this 1 ITTP redireetiorj 
approach by stating: 

' r.hss product dv.ses not consider server load, and only eo!v;iders the restricted sei ol 
irdonn.iU.ion avaiiabie .from routing proioeois-. this hi.(br.rr:ation is ah-o hb^niied in accuracy 
by the aggresfation iechniques requi.red to enable scalable inlcrnet rouijrtg,'' 

I'hev then conclude their introduction section VvMth funher criticism!:- statnu- that the (i.'isco 

products, \vhih; cor^sidcnng server load and ]\et\sork characteristics, do not mal;e an ifitegvated 

server seieetion. In liict. tbcy cite cdticisni ifo.n.'! pundiis in \s hich they say "thai the internet is 

still ihe world \sidc wait". .loOe et ah they explain that what is needed in U-e art i^ a xysiem ihat 

aotornaiicall)' selects ar; appropriaic server Itooi vvhich to retrit\-t a dau.i object for a user based 

opon -he users request, and the capabiiiiifs and lopology or the anderly.ing neivvork. '! ne 

lirodarntTUal reason AppUcauts are explaining our citing of this po.rtioR of Joffe et al. is that they 



uko ^ . V ^.-^'u Us I : uxlrrcetion apim)aeh as haviiig dh-ect probk^n^^ 
inv\^r;-sop. is designed U> address. 

■['liriiifig i-ow to Narcndran el a!., vv'- see that an MTTP red irecticn server 14-1. ir5 i-^'sgurcs 
I md 2, are the core of Nairendrars ei al l-^x'en in t.be su,niir:ar>- ofthe invcntiori, Tsarcndran et 
■d. slate thai the ilkssiraiive eri-sbodiment oFthoiv invention is "a sealable a^-sd taulHoieranl web 
server sysitm Uiai uuUzes R Tl P :-edirecuovr\ (rdurnr; 2, lines 60-61 . llrroughoui. Narcndran et 
ill. ihey teach thai their approaeli is based on. U \ TP redirectioa. See, e.g., colu-nn 3, iiiu? 57 
ihrough coh.ursn4, hne 55; et.-!limni 5, lines 1-61; colurt^ri li), iine.^ 41-44: eoli-n'?- I-*, Iivic3 40-32. 
We -li 'ie iJiat in several these places eited abcAx% iiiat Narendran et ah highliglu the benctus of 
the HTTP redi.rectier! server as nreierabie because the [ i'l" TP prt.)toeol is supporied by all 
T !, V ti ^ e iK \ 1. 1 . u KN >Cv Hm 1 i' Xv i \ (. 1 

ei. al. reqiilre ari ilTTi' redirect.iof- vneel-anism ibat v>\->uid iheii be siipporled by all brovvsers and 
\veh servers dial otjc c?r skill in the art would recotfnize to blerid the teaehtiig.s ofioire et al. ini-> 
Narendran et al. lor viee-a-versa ihat Nareiuiran et ah would have io abando.n this fitrsdafncatal 
leavbinK of using I IT TP redirection. As sioted above, column 3, of Joffe et al e.\p.resRly 
coTKiude their intrf-dueliort with the failure of the [■ni l-'' redireeli;;n apprcsach to adecpaatel;- 
.se"'.e= a-> a;?■;r.\^-; ,^• >ersei vpriieat-i^ 'V'-p<.e-ifui[> s^shsnii thai fut^ is ai- v-\er -:5<\x direei 
teaching within both Joffe et al. and Narendran et ah that would, on the balance, lead one of skill 
ir; the art a>vay; tren-j bicndit-g these relereaccs rather than providing motivation to combine these 
references. 

.'\ppl.ica.nts, of. eot.a-se. fnaintain that argurnerjts provided in our previous responses in 
additiort to the present argenients outweigh tiie irixaminer's argume;tts tor th;e combination of 
}ottc e; ah and Narondran ct al, Appheanis iurihcr note that in response to our argtnnents 1-5 the 
fin;d Otrlee Action or^ page 3, rather than substantively addressing or responding to otsr specnk 
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v\! j: o'V" ^ts 'vLaj J/.Jt - >} ieni motivation or suggeation ic combine the relerevices, 

iht; I-xaminer rficreiy ptrinis to ihe rejection (if claim 3 on p;iges 4-6. IJowever. in this portion of 
the Onice Acik.in, ihc arguments are merely copied irom the previous ( )Osee AeLson a.nd provide 
..oJni'^^L. ..u.\ -i- vXi'.inauon i-: ^\h> Appiicar.t.^'' virsj;uinen:> .^IjouIJ be ;^'<e;5 \^v5i^!st 
or even vvi,\> they are insui'ncient". li appears simply they urc givxm in:- wciiibx -vith no expHcit 
jlndings or addiuonai evidcrs.ee on the Office's side oi'lhe s-i-.-ale \vhiL.h could be n.sed to oirisveigh 
die evider5ce AppiicarrUs have provided. .Acc<5rdingly, .Applicants respecLfuUy sabsrd; Usat under 
the "haianci:ig of ihic prcpo-iderarice cviderice siaadard, Applicanis h.ave provided mucri more 
evidi-nce regarding several iriritarsces of e>;pre:-5S teachings vvhich woold lead one of skill in the an 
avsay ijom the ef-nd.rination of the references. These are based on an objeedve r.;rsaiysjs oidhe 
sug,i;'estive p<.>vVt-r of these reference.^ aud noi based eui an unsupported "simple siatentonr" fhat 
du^re are express ieachhigs away frcn- the combiiiiition, :-\ppiiea!ii5 respectiul ly submit thai 
because these references should not be combined that a Notice of Allowance is warranted at this 

Inasmtsci-: as .Applica.nis iiave e>4;iair-ed how there has been no discussion or expheii 
iuHiiJip io: response to our sifostaiitive arguments thai a clear issue ha.s not beert developed 
between .Apphican; ar^d U";e i'atent Office. Aceordingiy, rati^er than addressing siur specilic 
argirme.nts, the Office has Jnst deemed our argurncnty ''moot", that under Mi^.h:F 7(.!6.(.s7 that we 
have not in this ease been entitled to a full and fair hearing and ihat a clear issue bedveer: 
.Applicant and the r~.xan-iner has beer: developed. In other words, inasniuei- as the Examiner's 
response has tai.ied lo provide ar:y substantive analysis or .my citation to any new sections of 
each of the rehirences and that no clear issue has been developed between the irlxaminer and the 
Apph^carj.s. .Acco.rdingly, Applicants respecifuilv request either a Notice of Allowance or a non- 
fiual Otuce Action which: addresses the multiple argu.nients presorrted as evidence by AppUearUS 
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